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tee—in his reply found on'pages 968-969
of ‘the printed Thearings—that the
amending procedures has no bearing on
the recognition question. He also replied

_that the Fast Germa:i regime is a party -

to 24 international conventions, and that
~ the United States and West Germany
_are both parties to11 of these. I would
note that all 11 of these treaties have
" been in effect for more than 10 years and
do not imply recognition by us of East
Germany. These agreements, together
with Fast Germany’s bilateral undertak-
“ings, are listed starting on page 969 of

the printed hearings.’

-1t should also be noted that East Ger-

many has already acceded to the treaty
in Moscow. 'The process of its acces-
sion did not and will not require any
official action by the United States even
hinting at recoghition. ~'The Soviet
Union 'sent_a note advising the United

-

States of the accession to the treaty in
Moscow of fast Germany and a number
of other countrles. Thé United States
responded by notifying the Soviet Gov-
‘erriment that sinee it did not recognize
the East German feglme as a govern-
ment, the United States could only take
note of the fact that the authorities in
that country had signed on in Moscow
and could not accept notice of East Ger-
many’s signature, Thus, the recognition
guestion remains unaffected by the
treaty. ‘ :
ST .cog"m‘_]SIoN;‘ e
Mr. President, I have notresolved any
_of the questions Taised by the senior
Senator from Maine for I do not believe
they can at this time be resolved by
-facts but only by well-based opinions.
The answers T have given here.were se-
iected from many answers that could
have been chosen, but having heard most
of the testimony and studied the record
.88 best T could, these are the answers
that aré satisfactory to me and will
proveé to be correct. i
« I do not deny there are risks in this
- treaty. As the distinguished chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee said
in opening this debate: C
There are, to be sure, risks in such an ap-
proach. There is an’ element of trust in it,
afid we can be betrayed. But human life is
fraught with risks and the behavlor of the
- gane man is not the avoldance of all possible
“‘danger, but the weighing of greater against

-lesser risks ind of risks against opportuntties.
' There are risks in this nuclear test ban
treaty, but they are lesser rather than greater
risks and the political opportunities outweigh
the military risks. = As George Kerinian has
writteri: “Whoever 1s hot prépared to make
sacrifices nd to accept risks in the military
field should not lay clalm to any sérious de-
sire "to see world problems settled by any
means short of war.” o .
“'Mr. President, T must say to the Sen-
ator from Maifie that our 'hational
safety and securify are already in jeop-
ardy in a world that permits unlimited
atification of this limited test
y tréaty in itself wiil not make that
-situat

period of time form the basis for further
agreeménts that fay bring us peacefully
‘awdy from this point of jeopardy. If
" the treaty does not work, then a future

Approved For Release 2006/1111; CIA-RDS
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

The S”edr‘ef’ary- 'g{ssured.the commit- niclear war will in all biobability’ solve

all our problems.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to go
back into the first chapter of the Sena-
tor’s discussion.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

_Mr. LAUSCHE, Ig it the understand-
ng of the Senator from Alabama that
we have reliable knowledge concerning
he tests made by Red Russia with re-
ard to the blackout impact, the weap-
ns effects impact, and the technological
nowledge possessed by Russia in all
elds? I refer especially to the Sena-
or’s suggestion that the transcript of
¥ i be read.
Mr. SPARKMAN. I understand.
Mr. LAUSCHE. To repeat my ques-
. tion, is it the understanding of the Sena-

tor from Alabama that we have reliable
knowledge concerning first, the status of
the development of antiballistic missiles
in Russia; second, the blackout impact
by high yield bombs; third, the effects
upon weapons_ of the high yield bomb
explosions; . and fourth, the technical
knowledge acquired?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me call the at-
tention o e senator to the quotation
I gave from Dr. Harold Brown's festi-
mony. We will take high altitude black-
out first. He said:

With respect to high altitude blackout,
the Chiefs say the Soviets have some data
that we do hot have. I would say yes, and
we have some data they may not have.

I do not think it is anywhere plain
that we necessarily know everything the
Russians learned from those tests; but,
on the other hand, I think sometimes we
are prone to emphasize what they may
have learned from them. There was
testimony on W@_@&@g&g{lﬂ: by
Mr, McCone. I recommended that that

testimony be read. I think it is quite

ion moré of less hazardous. If the
treaty ‘works, however, it may over a

reassuring.

So far as weapons effects are con-
cerned, the Joint Chiefs of Staff stated
that the U.S.S.R. is ahead of the United
States in weapons effects knowledge
derived from high yield nuclear explo-~
sions. But Dr. Brown said—and this
indicates the difference of opinion which
arises on many of these questions:

My interpretation of all the data indicates

that although they have done more high:

yield tests, they were not effects tests.

- 8o I think we must admit that it is
not known to an absolute certainty.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To me it seems that
we do not have the knowledge, and be-
cause we do not have the knowledge we
draw the inference that they have not
made achievements in these fields. The
_impression of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
as the Senator from Alabama has stated,
is that they have excelled us in certain
fields. I kriow Dr. Brown has taken a
different position.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I put the question to
him: “You do not believe that they de-
veloped an antiballistic missile?” and he
said, “Yes, that is my belief.” I asked
him, “Why do you believe that?” His
answer was, “Because I do not think it
can be done.”
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M. SPAREMAN. If I remembeér cor-
rectly, Dr. Brown’s attitude with respect
to the antiballistic missile was that the
best defense was a penetration of the
other side, rather than trying to knock
missiles. out of the sky after they got
over our country.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I was amazed by his
jdea that the development of an anti-
ballistic missile was beyond the realm
of achievement, but that the research
and development should go on because
of the particular good that comes from
incidental discoveries that are made.

I asked him, “Why do you think that
surrounding Leningrad in Red Russia is
installed . a system of antiballastic
weapons?”’

His answer was that he thought some-
body had sold a bill of goods to Khru-
shchev. .

I hope so, but Khrushchev is not sold
a, bill of goods with that ease.

Still, I do not believe that the quss-
tion which I put, “Do we have reliable

" knowledge on these items?” that can be

answered in the affirmative.

Mr. SPARKMAN, I agree with the
Senator. Let us consider the high-
yleld weapons, for example. This is a
point everyone should keep in mind. At
the time when we were testing, and the
whole world was free to test, there was
no ban of any kind whatsoever. When
we were testing, the military authorities,
those on the Atomic Energy Commission,
and those in charge of determining what
course we should take, including our
scientists, all deliberately reached the
decision that we did not want to test
for high-yield weapons, because we did
not want to develop high-yield weapons;
that we preferred numerous relatively
small-yield weapons. I hesitate to call
them small-yield weapons, because they
have tremendous impact, but, neverthe-
less, relatively speaking, they are weap-
ons of small yield. It was felt that such
weapons in larger numbers were much
better for our purposes than were high-
yield weapons.

So it is not a question of the Russians
having stepped out ahead of us with
their testing; the fact is that we did
not want to test and did not test when
we had the opportunity to do so.- We
decided it was something we did not
want, and did not test.

Mr. LAUSCHE. May I put a further
question?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes,

Mr. LAUSCHE., With respect to the
100-megaton bomb, with the added
weight that must be thrown into the air,
would the Senator from Alabama say
that, because of the propulsion devices
developed by Red Russia, they are in a
better position to throw a heavier bomb
into the air than we are?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I believe it is gen-
erally admitted that Red Russia is ahead
of us at the moment in that respect, but
that situation is only temporary. I had
the pleasure of seeing something being
developed for us recently, in my own
home town, that I was told would tran-
scend anything that the Russians have
yet developed. I think it is well-known
that the propulsion we are getting ready
to utilize will go far beyond anything
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that Russia has available or that she
is likely to develop any time soon.

Mr. LAUSCHE. If and when that de-
velops, will it not follow that we may
change our attitude and may want _to
throw bombs of higher yield into the air
than we have done heretofore?

"Mr. SPARKMAN. The Benator will
recall that there was a mass of testi-
mony on that very score, and we were
told that such tests could he carried on
to a degree—perhaps not as high as 100
megatons. If T remember correctly, it
was testified that we could develop
bombs as high as 60 megations.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Fifty or sixty.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is my recollec-
tion that we could develop bombs as high
as 60 megatons with the knowledge we
have, and by making certain tests
underground. .

In that connection, let me quote some-
thing from General LeMay that was
rather significant. This had tq do with
the antiballistic missile. General LeMay
sald: .

I think both of us are goipng to develop
antimissile systems.

Fhis testimony was taken in executive
session, and that part can be published,
but there is a deletion. o

This was not before our commitige;
it was before the Armed Services Com-
mittee. This testimony was given before
the treaty was signed. This was testi-
mony on military procurement authori-
zations, in February. I quote from it,
leaving out the deletions, where confi-
dential information was giyen:

I ihink both of us are golng to develop
anttmissile systems and the firet systems
that will evolve are golng to be very ex-
pensive and only defend a small segment of
Russla, and the same thing applles to our
antimissiles. L
" I'firmly believe that we can keep ahead of
‘them in our offensive systems so we can
‘pengtrate anything that they can come up
with In an antiballistic missile system.

Let me put it this way, Sengtor. I think
we are relatively in the same ball park as
far as ability in antiballistic missile systems
Is concerned. N .

Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President,

there is still great difficulty for me in
trying to reconcile what General LeMay
sald about developing an _antiballistic
missile system with what Dr, Brown said
in stating that he did not believe it could
be developed. )

Mr. SPARKMAN. Dr. Brown takes
the attitude that penetration capability
is overriding. By the way, General Le-
May indicates that, too, if the Senator
will-notice it. .

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes; I noticed that.

Mr. SPARKMAN. We c¢ould build
anything to penetrate that they might
develop. S

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN, I yield.

Mr. THURMOND. ‘There is no ques-
tion that the Russians have developed
and have tested, in 1961 and 1962, and
have learned information from thase
test, is there? -

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct.

Mr. THURMOND. The question has
been raised as to whether we had learned

A
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as much In testing as had the Soviets,
because we tested  more atmospheric
shots. The United States has gonducted
no experiments comparable in com-~
plexity with those of the Soviet opera-
tions. A disturbing number of 11.S. high~
altitude effects experiments which were
conducted were compromised either by
considerations of unrgelated, technical ob-
jectives of the test program, or by inade-
quate or faulty experiments, or opera-
tional inadequacies.

That is true, is it npt?

Mr. SPARKMAN. | The Rusgians car-
ried on a great many more tests during
that series than we did. We. did not
carry on an equal number of tests. They
carried on high-altifude tests, and they
carried on high-yield tests that we did
nof; duplicate when, we got around to
testing. Iadmit thaf, . ‘

Mr. THURMOND., The United States
would be unable to a¢quire data on high-
altitude nuclear weapons effects unless
it tests in the atmogphere, will it?

Mr. SPARKMAN. : 1 believe it is only
fair to say that the preponderance of evi-
dence——practically all of it—before the
cornmittee was to the effect that for the
purpose of developing an anti-ballistic-
missile missile—and' I presume that is
what the Senator is laiming at, and also
the high-yield weapon—so far as devel-
oping an anti-ballistic-missile system
was concerned, we had all the infor-
mation that we needed so far as ef-
fects were concerned, and that what
we needed was the work that could be
carried on in laboratories relating to
guidance, selectivity«if I may use that
term, although I do nmot think that that
term was used—for trying to ferret out
real missiles instead'of the decoys that
might be sent out, but that we did not
need to do any atmospheric testing in
order to study the problems concerned
with further development.

Mr. THURMOND, The Prepared-
ness Subcommittee in one of its findings,
No. 3, made this statement:

The United States will be unable to ac-
q&u:ri data on high altifude nuclear weapons
elfects. i

That means without atmospheric test-
ing. !

All seven members of the Preparedness
Subcommittee agreed to the factual ac-
curacy of the report, even the two mem-
bers who will vote for ratification, the

distinguished Senator from Massachu-~

setts [Mr. SaLTonstatrL] and the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SymingToN]. There is no question about

.that, is there?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I was nota member
of the subcommittee. | I would rather not
be called upon to interpret what the
subcommittee said.

Mr. THURMOND. ; This is on page 7
of the subcommittee’s report.

Mr. SPARKMAN.
before our committee, certain limits were
recognized; but, in spite of that fact we
were told that research and development

-could be earried on, and that we did not

need to do atmospheric testing in order
to carry on effectively. I would like to
recall this again.

Mr. McCone, who heads the Central
Intelligenice Agency, S‘ecretary of Defense
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McNamara, every member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and Dr. Brown—who, I
think, will be admitted to be a man of
unusual competence in this field—are
aware of the same problems; yet they
support the treaty and say we ought to
ratify it.

Mr. THURMOND. But the fact re-
mains that without testing in the atmos-
phere, the United States will be unable
to acquire data on high altitude nuclear
weapons effects. Is this not important
because such data are necessary to the
design. of antiballistic missile systems,
warheads, and radars?

Mr. SPARKMAN. We were told time
and time again in the Foreign Relations
Committee—and I believe we were told
this'many times when the Senator from
South Carolina was present—that the
design, development, and manufacture of
warheads did not present a problem. to
us, because we already had them: that
we had all the information we needed on
them, not only with reference to design,
but that we actually had them on hand.
Such further study of the problems con-
nected with that activity could be carried
on in laboratories and with a limited
amount of underground testing.

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator
mean that we now have the type of de-
sign of warhead that we need to pene-
trate the defenses of the enemy?

Mr. SPARKMAN. In the committee
report, at the bottom of page 14, and
continuing on to page 15, we have this
brief statement:

But in any case, after considering all of
the testimony on this subject, the committee
agrees with the Joint Chlefs of Staff that

-“in the antiballistic missile field, develop-

ment, of the U.S. system does not.depend on
atmospheric testing.”

" That eategorical statement was made
time after time before our committee. I
think we have a right to rely upon it. I
do not believe the Joint Chiefs of Staff
would join in such a statement ss that
if they did not believe. it to be true.

Mr. THURMOND. My questicn was
not about the use of the ballistic missile.
I was asking about the clesigh of the
warhead that is necessary to penetrate
the Soviet missile defense. How do we
know we have that design? How will
we ever know we have it until such a
warhead has been designed and has been
tested in the atmosphere in which it will
have to function when the time comes?

Mr. SPARKMAN. If I interpret the
Senator’s question correctly, it is the
substance of the second question pro-
pbounded by the Senator from Maine,
which was the one I had started to take
up when the Senator from South Caro-
lina asked me to yield to him. So if he
will permit me to discuss it, we-can have
a discussion about it later.

Mr. THURMOND. On the same
boint, about testing, someone has said
that we have learned as much about

. testing as the Soviets, because we have

tested more shots than have the Soviets.
Is it not true that above values of 10
megatonss the Soviets conducted, in 1961
and 1962, more than twice the number of
tests the United States ever cenducted in
its entire history of testing?
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